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REMARKS 

Claims 1-20 were originally filed in the present application. Pursuant to a restriction 
requirement, claims 19 and 20 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 1-6 
are also presently canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. New claims 21-28 are also currently 
added. Consequently, claims 7-18 and 21-28 remain pending in the present application. 

Reconsideration of this application in light of the above amendments and the following 
remarks is requested. 



Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102: Hundt 

Claim 7 
Claim 7 recites: 



7. An integrated circuit package, comprising: 
a lead frame assembly, including: 

a central support member having opposing first and 
second major surfaces; and 

a plurality of conductive leads radially disposed about 
the periphery of the central support member; 
an integrated circuit die coupled to the first surface and having 
a plurality of bond pads; 

a plurality of wire bonds each coupling one of the plurality of 
bond pads and one of the plurality of conductive leads; and 
a power cell coupled to the second surface. 

Claim 7 (among others) was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 5,451,715 to Hundt, et al. ("Hundt"). The PTO provides in MPEP §2131 that 
"[t]o anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element of the claim..,." Therefore, to 
sustain the rejection of claim 7, Hundt must contain all of the elements of claim 7. However, 
contrary to the Examiner's position, Hundt does not disclose a central support member of a lead 
frame assembly, the central support member having opposing first and second major surfaces, 
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where an integrated circuit die is coupled to the first major surface of the central support member 
and a power cell is coupled to the second major surface of the central support member, among 
other elements of claim 7. 

That is, while Hundt discloses a die attach 20, an electrochemical cell 14 and an 
integrated circuit chip 15, Hundt fails to disclose that the electrochemical cell 14 and integrated 
circuit chip 15 can be coupled to opposing surfaces of the die attach 20. In direct contrast, Hundt 
merely discloses coupling the integrated circuit chip 15 to the die attach 20, encapsulating the 
coupled integrated circuit chip 15 and die attach 20 in an inner molded body 12, and then 
coupling the electrochemical cell 14 to the inner molded body 12, rather than coupling the 
electrochemical cell 14 to the die attach 20 opposite the integrated circuit chip 15. 

Therefore, the rejection of claim 7 is not supported by Hundt and should be withdrawn. 



New claim 21 

New claim 21 recites: 



21. An integrated circuit package, comprising: 
an electrode having a substantially planar body and a terminal 
extending from the body; 
an integrated circuit die; 

a wire bond having a first end coupled to the integrated circuit 
die and a second end coupled to the electrode terminal; and 

a power cell interposing the electrode body and the integrated 
circuit die and coupled directly to at least one of the integrated 
circuit die and the electrode body; 

wherein the electrode terminal is configured to position the 
second wire bond end at a perpendicular distance from the body. 

Claim 21 is also not anticipated by Hundt under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). That is, to sustain a 
§102 rejection of claim 21, Hundt must contain all of the elements of claim 21. However, Hundt 
does not disclose a power cell interposing a substantially planar electrode body and an integrated 
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circuit die, among other elements of claim 21 . In contrast, the Hundt disclosure is limited to 
embodiments in which the integrated circuit chip 15 interposes the die attach 20 and the 
electrochemical cell 14. 

Therefore, a rejection of new claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) cannot be supported by 

Hundt. 



New claim 27 

New claim 27 recites: 



27. An integrated circuit package, comprising: 

a lead frame assembly having a central support member 
(CSM), the CSM having opposing first and second CSM surfaces; 

an integrated circuit die (ICD) having opposing first and second 
ICD surfaces, wherein the first ICD surface is coupled directly to 
the first CSM surface; 

a laminated, solid state power cell having a cathode layer, an 
anode layer, and a separator layer interposing the cathode and 
anode layers, wherein a first one of the cathode and anode layers is 
coupled directly to the second CSM surface; 

an electrode having a substantially planar body and a terminal 
extending from the body, wherein the electrode body is coupled 
directly to a second one of the cathode and anode layers of the 
power cell; and 

a wire bond having first and second ends, wherein the first end 
is coupled directly to the second ICD surface, and wherein the 
second end is coupled directly to the electrode terminal proximate 
one of the first and second CSM surfaces. 



Claim 27 is also not anticipated by Hundt under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). That is, to sustain a 
§102 rejection of claim 27, Hundt must contain all of the elements of claim 27. However, Hundt 
does not disclose: (1) a lead frame assembly having a central support member (CSM), the CSM 
having opposing first and second CSM surfaces; (2) an integrated circuit die (ICD) having 
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opposing first and second ICD surfaces, where the first ICD surface is coupled directly to the first 
CSM surface; (3) a laminated, solid state power cell having a cathode layer, an anode layer, and a 
separator layer interposing the cathode and anode layers, where a first one of the cathode and 
anode layers is coupled directly to the second CSM surface; (4) an electrode having a 
substantially planar body and a terminal extending from the body, where the electrode body is 
coupled directly to a second one of the cathode and anode layers of the power cell; and (5) a wire 
bond having first and second ends, where the first end is coupled directly to the second ICD 
surface, and where the second end is coupled directly to the electrode terminal proximate one of 
the first and second CSM surfaces. 

Therefore, a rejection of new claim 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) cannot be supported by 

Hundt. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102: Nishino 

New claim 21 

Several previously-pending claims were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Japanese Publication 04-317364 ("Nishino," publication of Japanese Patent 
Application No. 03-1 12404). While these claims have been canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer, Nishino also fails to support a § 102(b) rejection of new claim 21. 

That is, Nishino does not disclose a power cell interposing a substantially planar electrode 
body and an integrated circuit die, among other elements of claim 21 . Therefore, a rejection of 
new claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) cannot be supported by Nishino. 

New claim 27 

Claim 27 is also not anticipated by Nishino under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). That is, Nishino 
does not disclose: (1) a lead frame assembly having a central support member (CSM), the CSM 
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having opposing first and second CSM surfaces; (2) an integrated circuit die (ICD) having 
opposing first and second ICD surfaces, where the first ICD surface is coupled directly to the first 
CSM surface; (3) a laminated, solid state power cell having a cathode layer, an anode layer, and a 
separator layer interposing the cathode and anode layers, where a first one of the cathode and 
anode layers is coupled directly to the second CSM surface; (4) an electrode having a 
substantially planar body and a terminal extending from the body, where the electrode body is 
coupled directly to a second one of the cathode and anode layers of the power cell; and (5) a wire 
bond having first and second ends, where the first end is coupled directly to the second ICD 
surface, and where the second end is coupled directly to the electrode terminal proximate one of 
the first and second CSM surfaces. 

Therefore, a rejection of new claim 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) cannot be supported by 
Nishino. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Several claims were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable in view 
of various combinations of: 

• Nishino; 

• U.S. Patent No. 6,833,290 to Knapp, et al. ("Knapp," also published as U.S. Pat. 
Pub. No. 2003/0201520); 

• U.S. Patent No. 6,346,343 to Notten, et al. ("Notten"); 

• Japanese Published Application No. 60-007760 of Saito ("Saito," publication of 
Japanese Patent Application No. 58-1 16383); 

• U.S. Patent No. 4,971,868 to Tucholski, et al. ("Tucholski"); and 

• U.S. Patent No. RE35,765 to Turtle ("Turtle"). 
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However, Nishino, Knapp, Notten, Saito, Tucholski and Turtle (hereafter "the §103 references"), 
whether taken separately or in any combination, are defective in establishing a prima facie case 
of obviousness with respect to any of claims 7, 21 and 27, as described below. 

Claim 7 

As the PTO recognizes in MPEP § 2142: 

... The Examiner bears the initial burden of factually 
supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness. If the 
examiner does not produce a prima facie case, the applicant is 
under no obligation to submit evidence of nonobviousness... 

It is submitted that, in the present case, the Examiner has not factually supported a prima facie 
case of obviousness with respect to claim 7 for the following, mutually exclusive, reasons. 

1. Even if combined, the §103 references do not teach the claimed matter 

The §103 references cannot be applied to reject claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. §103 which 
provides that: 

A patent may not be obtained ... if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which the subject matter pertains .... (Emphasis added) 

Thus, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all limitations of the claim must be 
evaluated . However, since none of the §103 references teach a central support member of a lead 
frame assembly, the central support member having opposing first and second major surfaces, 
where an integrated circuit die is coupled to the first major surface of the central support member 
and a power cell is coupled to the second major surface of the central support member, among 
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other elements of claim 7, it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 7 as a whole 
obvious, and the explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. 

Thus, for this mutually exclusive reason, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a 
prima facie case of obviousness has clearly not been met with respect to claim 7 and its 
dependent claims, and any rejection of claim 7 or its dependent claims under 35 U.S.C. §103 
should be withdrawn. 

2. The combination of references is improper 

Assuming, arguendo, that the above arguments for non-obviousness do not apply (which 
is clearly not the case based on the above), there is still another, mutually exclusive and 
compelling reason why the §103 references cannot be applied to reject claim 7 under 
35 U.S.C. §103. 

§2142 of the MPEP also provides: 

...the Examiner must step backward in time and into the shoes 
worn by the hypothetical 'person of ordinary skill in the art' when 
the invention was unknown and just before it was made.... The 
Examiner must put aside knowledge of the applicant 's disclosure, 
refrain from using hindsight, and consider the subject matter 
claimed ( as a whole \ 

Here, none of the §103 references teach, or even suggest, the desirability of the combination 
since none teach the specific arrangement and location of the central support member, integrated 
circuit and power cell as claimed in claim 7. 

Thus, it is clear that none of the §103 references provide any incentive or motivation 
supporting the desirability of the combination. Therefore, there is simply no basis in the art for 
combining any of the §103 references to support a 35 U.S.C. §103 rejection of claim 7. 
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In this context, the MPEP further provides at § 2143.01 : 

The mere fact that references can be combined or modified 
does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior 
art also suggests the desirability of the combination. 

In the above context, the courts have repeatedly held that obviousness cannot be established by 
combining the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention, absent some teaching, 
suggestion or incentive supporting the combination. 

In the present case it is clear that the Examiner's combinations of any of the §103 
references can arise solely from hindsight based on the present invention without any showing, 
suggestion, incentive or motivation in any of the §103 references for the combination as applied 
to claim 7. Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the Examiner's burden of factually 
supporting a prima facie case of obviousness has clearly not been met with respect to claim 7 and 
its dependent claims, and any such rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 should be withdrawn. 

New claim 21 

It is submitted that the Examiner also cannot factually support a prima facie case of 
obviousness with respect to new claim 21 for the following, mutually exclusive, reasons. 

1. Even if combined, the §103 references do not teach the claimed matter 

As described above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all limitations 
of the claim must be evaluated . However, since none of the § 103 references teach a power cell 
interposing a substantially planar electrode body and an integrated circuit die, among other 
elements of claim 21, it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 21 as a whole 
obvious, and the explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. 
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Thus, for this mutually exclusive reason, the burden of factually supporting a prima facie 
case of obviousness clearly cannot be met by the §103 references with respect to new claim 21 or 
its dependent claims. 

2. The combination of references is improper 

Assuming, arguendo, that the above arguments for non-obviousness do not apply (which 
is clearly not the case based on the above), there is still another, mutually exclusive and 
compelling reason why the §103 references cannot be applied to reject claim 21 under 
35 U.S.C. §103. That is, none of the §103 references teach, or even suggest, the desirability of 
the combination since none teach the specific arrangement and location of the power cell 
interposing the substantially planar electrode body and the integrated circuit die as claimed in 
claim 21. Thus, it is clear that none of the §103 references provide any incentive or motivation 
supporting the desirability of the combination. Therefore, there is simply no basis in the art for 
combining any of the §103 references to support a 35 U.S.C. §103 rejection with respect to new 
claim 21. 

As described above, the courts have repeatedly held that obviousness cannot be 
established by combining the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention, absent 
some teaching, suggestion or incentive supporting the combination. In the present case it is clear 
that combination of any of the §103 references to allegedly support a §103 rejection can arise 
solely from hindsight based on the present invention without any showing, suggestion, incentive 
or motivation in any of the §103 references for the combination as applied to claim 21. 
Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the burden of factually supporting a prima facie 
case of obviousness clearly cannot be met by the §103 references with respect to claim 21 or its 
dependent claims. 
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Claim 27 

It is submitted that the Examiner also cannot factually support a prima facie case of 
obviousness with respect to new claim 27 for the following, mutually exclusive, reasons. 

1. Even if combined, the §103 references do not teach the claimed matter 

As described above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all limitations 
of the claim must be evaluated . However, none of the §103 references teach: (1) a lead frame 
assembly having a central support member (CSM), the CSM having opposing first and second 
CSM surfaces; (2) an integrated circuit die (ICD) having opposing first and second ICD surfaces, 
where the first ICD surface is coupled directly to the first CSM surface; (3) a laminated, solid 
state power cell having a cathode layer, an anode layer, and a separator layer interposing the 
cathode and anode layers, where a first one of the cathode and anode layers is coupled directly to 
the second CSM surface; (4) an electrode having a substantially planar body and a terminal 
extending from the body, where the electrode body is coupled directly to a second one of the 
cathode and anode layers of the power cell; and (5) a wire bond having first and second ends, 
where the first end is coupled directly to the second ICD surface, and where the second end is 
coupled directly to the electrode terminal proximate one of the first and second CSM surfaces. 
Thus, it is impossible for any combination of the §103 references to render the subject matter of 
claim 27 as a whole obvious, and the explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. 

Thus, for this mutually exclusive reason, the burden of factually supporting a prima facie 
case of obviousness clearly cannot be met by the §103 references with respect to new claim 27. 

2. The combination of references is improper 

Assuming, arguendo, that the above arguments for non-obviousness do not apply (which 
is clearly not the case based on the above), there is still another, mutually exclusive and 
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compelling reason why the §103 references cannot be applied to reject claim 27 under 
35 U.S.C. §103. That is, none of the §103 references teach, or even suggest: 

• a lead frame assembly having a central support member (CSM), the CSM having 
opposing first and second CSM surfaces; 

• an integrated circuit die (ICD) having opposing first and second ICD surfaces, where 
the first ICD surface is coupled directly to the first CSM surface; 

• a laminated, solid state power cell having a cathode layer, an anode layer, and a 
separator layer interposing the cathode and anode layers, where a first one of the 
cathode and anode layers is coupled directly to the second CSM surface; 

• an electrode having a substantially planar body and a terminal extending from the 
body, where the electrode body is coupled directly to a second one of the cathode and 
anode layers of the power cell; and 

• a wire bond having first and second ends, where the first end is coupled directly to the 
second ICD surface, and where the second end is coupled directly to the electrode 
terminal proximate one of the first and second CSM surfaces. 

Thus, it is clear that none of the §103 references provide any incentive or motivation supporting 
the desirability of the combination. Therefore, there is simply no basis in the art for combining 
any of the §103 references to support a 35 U.S.C. §103 rejection with respect to new claim 27. 

As described above, the courts have repeatedly held that obviousness cannot be 
established by combining the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention, absent 
some teaching, suggestion or incentive supporting the combination. In the present case it is clear 
that combination of any of the §103 references to allegedly support a §103 rejection can arise 
solely from hindsight based on the present invention without any showing, suggestion, incentive 
or motivation in any of the §103 references for the combination as applied to claim 27. 
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Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the burden of factually supporting a prima facie 
case of obviousness clearly cannot be met by the §103 references with respect to claim 27. 

Conclusion 

It is clear from all of the foregoing that independent claims 7, 21 and 27 are in condition 
for allowance. Dependent claims 8-18, 22-26 and 28 depend from and further limit independent 
claims 7, 21 and 27 and, therefore, are allowable as well. 

An early formal notice of allowance of claims 7-18 and 21-28 is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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